
Danny Cwlter 

5576 34 th  St reet  Loop NE ,Tacoma, WA 98422 

November 2,2005 9:59 PM 
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Senator Maria Cantwell 
US. Senate 
717 Hart  Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f l a t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someane who uses zero minutes of long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing sa. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their  customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cast more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with tap FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l o t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Danny Coulter 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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irx November 2, 2005 9:06 AM 

Senator Bi l l  Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, wi l l  be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for do'ng so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citiTens and,low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-vdume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me infqrmed.abgut,the USF issue y i t h  
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not wqujrccompanies tarecover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the.reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request,you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting t h m  know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your ccnstituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Burdeshaw 
, .  I .: . .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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William H. Alexander 
I 

40995 Hanover Ridge Rd , Jewett, OH 43986-9759 / 

November 1,2005 1 :2 1 PM 

Senator George Voinovich 
U.S. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Voinovich 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural c o m e r s ,  to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the h d i n g  burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on *e issue and continue to sppFqad the wcrd to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hewing about your rositim on this matter 

Sincerely, > 

William H. Alexander 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Mary Mure' 

1 Harmony Hill Rd ,Albany. NY 12203 

November 1 ,  2005 5:55 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
US.  Senate 
313 Har t  Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee, Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limiied resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing SO. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shift ing the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of which I am a membet'. keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does no1 require companies .to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reaiity is that they do. As a consumer I would like en8ur'e I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you passhlong my'cuncerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know hzw a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately uffect thase in your constituency.. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forNard to hearing about your position on this matter.  
\ , , , ' <  

, .  I ,  
. .., Sincerely, , .  

, 

Mary Murphy 
, , ,  . . .  

cc: 
. .  The Federal.Cotiimunications Commission I . ' , 
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Michael Mester 
225 Kentucky Drive, Lower Burrell, PA 15068-2929 

November 1,2005 1:22 PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
U.S. Senate 
7 11 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from higb volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair C.dalilion, of wVch I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, . '  

Michael Mester 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. ,  
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124 Bradford Road , Pittsford, NY 14534-2506 

November 2,2005 9:51 PM 

Representative John Kuhl 
US.  House o f  Representatives 
1505 Langworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Univet Service CC bor e t  96-45 

Dear Representative Kuhl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someane who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f lat  fee tax could coose many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and law-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their  website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my Service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I wil l  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Dale Robinson 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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--J Cynthia Lewellen 

546 Westwood Ave. , Morgantown, WV 26505 

November 2,2005 8:54 AM 

Senator John Rockefeller 
US. Senate 
531 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Rockefeller: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) co!lection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by thz FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for dcing so. ' i  

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senier citizens apld low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
TkKeep USF Fair Coalition, of which ! anva mrntier, kews nle Infermed abouttke U6F issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I ani aware that iedzrsl law d o e  hi& reqdre conipanies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the,rea!ity i s  tkt they do. '4s ti cor?wher I would We ensure ! Srn r':zVged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbiers taxed, my sewice will cost more: And according Wthe Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
Legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t@ my 
community. I request ydd pass Al6nq'iny'cbncer:is id the FCC ~7 my behalf, letting tP&m know how a 
flat fee tax could disprGpdrtionately affect ttroke in your constituency. 

Thank you for jour continued woi;, and ! !ook forwad to hiariny ahod jour pojition c I this matter. 

Sinckiely; - 
. .  . 

Cynttia Lebve:IL,i 
. . , . ,  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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1526 Melrose Avenue, Natrona Heights, PA 15065 

November 2, 2005 9:40 PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
U.S. Senate 
711 Hart Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a f l a t  fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increoses on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, a f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal low does not require companies to recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing obout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Connie Panach 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Charles Keene 

PO box 91 , Pocific, MO 63069 

November 2,2005 10:13 PM 

Representative Kenny Hulshof 
US. House o f  Representatives 
412 Cannon House Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hulshof: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federol Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfoir change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f l a t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their  limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rum1 consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses 011 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website. including links t o  FCC information. While I om awore 
that federol low does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Keene 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



joseph wilden 
1512 27th ave s o ,  Clinton, IA 52732-7008 

November 2,2005 5:09 PM 

Representative Jim Nussle 
U S .  House of Representatives 
303 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Nussle: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Mauy of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

joseph wilden 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Janice Nichols 

11550 SE 37th Ln , Morriston, FL 32668-3129 

November 2.2005 9:35 PM 

Representative Ginny Brown-Waite 
US. House of Representatives 
414 Cannon House Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board an Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Brown-Waite: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers. t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that  federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC an my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fa r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Janice Nichols 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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23171 NE 128th pl , Redmond, WA 98053 

November 2, 2005 9:31 PM 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
US. Senate 
717 Hart Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to o monthly f lat fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top  FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Harry Culbreth 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



JAN 3 1 !DCE 
I 

1479 Whippoorwill Trl., Stow, OH 44224 

November 2.2005 9:35 PM 

Representative Steven LaTourette 
US. House o f  Representatives 
2453 Rayburn House Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative LaTourette: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f l a t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  o numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my beholf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Witek 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 FCC ~ !g;,,!;;,.3c;,': ' " 4  ! 
Timothy Brown I ..1 

803 E. Pine Briar Ln. , Goylord, M I  49735 

November 2,2005 10:20 PM 

Representotive Bart Stupak 
US. House of Representatives 
2352 Royburn House Of f ice Building 
Woshington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Stupak: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 

month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could couse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radicol and unnecessary. I n  oddition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses 011 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their  website, including links t o  FCC information, While I am owore 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I om charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon ond without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency, 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Timothy Brown 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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__ 
Richard Behrens 
1247tEuzian Rd. , Plainwell, Michigan 49080-9056 

January 10,2006 12:26 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fbnd burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sinqerel y, 

cc: 

Senator Carl Levin 
Representative Vernon Ehlers 
Senator Debbie Stabenow 



Elmo Wayne Delaney 
7527 W. 1000 N. , North Salem, IN 46165 

November 2, 2005 9:35 AM 

Senator Richard Lugar 
US. Senate 
306 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF i s  currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect 
on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality i s  that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, ietting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Elmo Wayne Delaney 

. . ,. , . ,  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



t michael poulter 

3722 c r  4586 ,sulphur springs, TX 75482-0847 

November 2.2005 9:55 PM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
US. Senate 
284 Russell Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue bosis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that  menns that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penolized fo r  doing so. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their  bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their  customers, the 
reality is that  they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislotion. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax  could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

michael poulter 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



513 Ave C , Fort Madison, I A  52627 

Representative J im Leach 
U S .  House of  Representatives 
2186 Rayburn House Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Leach: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many law-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and law-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on smoll businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that  federal law does not require companies to  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reolity is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my cancerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Franklin 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2.2005 9:40 PM 

Senator Bill Fr ist  
U.S. Senate 
509 Hart Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Frist: 

I have serious cancerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family ond neighbors. will be negatively impacted by the unfair chonge proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a f l a t  fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as sameone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fa r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases an their  bills. Shift ing the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that  federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is thot  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f l a t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing obout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

John Taylor 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



JAN 3 1 2006 

Micheal Jackman 
202 Jenny Lind Road PO Box 357, Tustin, MI 49688-0357 

November 1,2005 1258  PM 

Senator Carl Levin 
U.S. Senate 
269 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Levin: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a mouth. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank YOU for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Micheal Jackman 

CC: 

The Federal Communications Commission 



~~~~~~ 

PO Box 44 , Hanover. ME 04237-0044 

November 1,2005 5:51 PM 

Senator Olympia Snowe 
U.S. Senate 
154 Russell Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Snowe: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f l a t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that  system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their  website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that  federal law does not require cornponies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f l a t  fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forwnrd t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

David Worcester 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


